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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

clains 1, 2, 7 and 9. dains 3 through 6 and 8 have been

i ndi cated by the exam ner as all owabl e.
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The invention is directed to the translation of software

prograns.

Representati ve i ndependent claim11 is reproduced as
fol | ows:

1. A conputer inplenmented nmethod for translating a
program on a source application systemin a first
representation with a first high | evel |anguage and a first
data structure to a second representation with a second high
| evel | anguage and second data structure on a target
application system conprising the steps of:

generating a cross reference between a first set of data
itens from said source application systemand a second set of
data itens fromsaid target application system and

translating said programin said first representation
with a first high level |anguage and a first data structure on
sai d source application systemto said second representation
with a second high | evel |anguage and a second data structure
on said target application systemin accordance with said
cross reference.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Jack et al. (Jack) 5,119, 465 Jun. 2,
1992
Pham et al. (Pham 5,524, 253 Jun. 4, 1996

(filed Aug. 13, 1993)
Claims 1, 2, 7 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103
as unpatentabl e over either one of Jack or Pham
Reference is made to the briefs and answer for the
respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.
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W will reverse both rejections of clains 1, 2, 7 and 9
under 35 U. S.C. § 103.

We are not persuaded by appellants’ argunent that the
references are directed to translations of data types rather
t han conversion from one program | anguage to another. Both
ref erences appear to teach a conversion from one progranm ng
| anguage to another. For exanple, in Pham the sending of
nessages and files froman application programin a first
conputer | anguage to an application programin a second
comput er | anguage [see Phamis abstract] sounds |ike a
conversion from one conputer |anguage to another. In Jack,
al though the reference is primarily concerned with data
structure format conversion, colum 3, |lines 63-65, states
that “[a]lternatively, the command source 12 nay conprise an
applications programthat requires a conversion froma source
format to a target format.”

Neverthel ess, we will not sustain the exam ner’s
rej ecti ons because there are other features of the clained
I nvention which, in our view, are not disclosed or nade

obvi ous by the applied references. Mre specifically, each of
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the clains requires the generation of a “cross reference” or a
cross referencing system The cross referencing system as

di scl osed, requires an input of a first set of data itens from
the source application system[see 9 in Figure 1] and anot her

i nput of a second set of data itens fromthe target
application system|[see 35 in Figure 1]. The cross
referenci ng system coupled to receive these two sets of

data, generates a cross referencing repository in response to
these inputs. Translation takes place based on the cross

ref erence gener at ed.

Clainms 2 and 7 are very specific about the cross
referencing systemrequiring inputs fromboth the source
application systemand the target application system Wile
not as specific, claim1 does call for the generation of a
cross reference between a first set of data itens fromthe
source application system and a second set of data itens from
the target application system So, even claim1l requires sone
i nput fromthe target application systemto the cross
referencing system Claim9, while sonewhat broader in many
aspects, still calls for a neans for cross referencing data

itens in a source application systemprogramw th data itens
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on a target application systemprogram Thus, again, there
appears to be sone input fromthe target application system
progr am

To whatever extent there is any doubt about what the
claimed “cross referencing” or “cross reference” entails, we
interpret the instant claimlanguage to nean the discl osed
“cross referencing,” i.e., that a contribution fromboth the
source application systemand the target application systemis

required.

Wth this interpretation in mnd, we |ook to the applied
references. The exam ner appears to have interpreted the
di scl osed “internedi ate structure” of Jack and the Conmon Dat a
Representation (CDR) of Phamto constitute the clained “cross
ref erenci ng” or “cross reference.”

In Jack, the internediate structure accepts information
fromthe source structure format and permts a conversion into
the target structure in the target format but the conversion
appears to be one way, i.e., the only input to the
internmedi ate structure, or “cross referencing structure,” is

fromthe source end, with no input fromthe target end. Thus,
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this cannot be a “cross reference,” as required by the instant
cl ai ns.

In Pham the CDR does appear to operate bidirectionally,
I.e., “conversion routines needed are witten to convert data
back and forth froma | ocal machi ne and | anguage format to a
machi ne- and | anguage- i ndependent data format” [col um 16,
lines 34-37]. However, while this disclosure indicates that
ei ther the source systemor the target system m ght provide
i nputs for “cross referencing,” to the extent that Phamis CDR
may be considered a “cross reference,” there is no indication
that both source and target systens provide inputs as required

by the cross referencing of the instant clainmed invention.

Additionally, clainms 7 and 9 both require a “user
i nterface coupl ed” between said cross referencing system and
said translator [claim7] or “to said nmeans for cross
referencing for providing user control” [claim9]. W find no
such teaching or suggestion in either Jack or Pham The
examner’s only treatnent of this limtation occurs in the
response section of the answer wherein the exam ner states

that user interfacing “is nothing nore than visual/display
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nmeans and this is well known in any data processing system?”
Wil e user interfacing or control, per se, may be “well
known,” we have no evidence of record fromthe exam ner as to
why it woul d have been obvious to have provided such user
interface in the instant environment of program conversion
and, noreover, why it woul d have been obvious to provide such
an interface coupled to the clained cross referencing neans or
system For exanpl e, Pham appears to provide user input at
the system manager el enent 210 but there is no indication as
to how, if at all, such input is coupled to a cross
referenci ng neans, as clainmed. Accordingly, the exam ner has
not made a proper rejection of clains 7 and 9 under 35 U S. C

103 for this reason al one.

The exam ner’s rejection of clains 1, 2, 7 and 9 under 35
U S.C. 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

Errol A Krass
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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